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AUDIT OF 
NON-CATEGORICAL USE OF FORCE INVESTIGATIONS 


PURPOSE 


Consent Decree paragraph 136 requires the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to 
conduct a regular, periodic audit and review of a stratified random sample of all Non- 
Categorical Use of Force (NCUOF) investigations to assess the quality, completeness, 
and findings of the investigations. The review shall include a determination of whether 
the investigation was completed in a timely manner, summarized and transcribed - 
statements accurately match the recorded statements, all available evidence was collected 
and analyzed, and whether the investigation was properly adjudicated. 


PRIOR AUDITS 


The OIG completed its first Consent Decree related audit of NCUOF investigations on 


- August 1, 2002. The Report of the Independent Monitor for the Quarter Ending 


December 31, 2002, issued February 15, 2003, found the OIG’s methodology, fieldwork 
and reporting deficient. The significant issues noted by the Independent Monitor were 
the OIG’s failure to identify deficiencies in the NCUOF investigations related to Consent 
Decree requirements; failure to address the inaccuracies of the Training, Evaluation and 
Management System (TEAMS) data; minimal analysis for patterns; and failure to take 
follow-up action with respect to incidents that were identified as problematic. 


METHODOLOGY 


The Objectives for the review of the NCUOF investigations were established based on 
the mandates of Consent Decree paragraph 136 and Department policy and procedure 
relating to the investigations of NCUOF incidents. The OIG developed an Audit Work 
Plan, which includes the “Operational Definitions,” “Standards” and “Measures” as they 
apply to each Objective and the analysis by which compliance was determined. These 
terms are described in the Methodologies to Aid in Determination of Consent Decree 
Compliance, April 15, 2002, provided by the Monitor. 


Consent Decree — Paragraph 136 


Consent Decree paragraph 136 mandates the OIG review a stratified random sample of 
NCUOF investigations. Our review assessed the following, which, for purposes of this 
audit, were identified as Objectives Nos. 1 through 7. 


1. Quality; 
2. Completeness; 
3. Investigative Findings; 
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4. A determination of whether the investigation was completed in a timely 
manner; 

5. Whether summarized and transcribed statements accurately match the 
recorded statements; . 

6. Whether all available evidence was collected and analyzed; and, 

7. Whether the investigation was properly adjudicated. 


The audit examined the NCUOF investigations and all related documents, to include, but 
not limited to the Non-Categorical Use Of Force Report, Form 1.67.05, the Non- 
Categorical Use Of Force Internal Process Report, Form 1.67.04, the NCUOF 
investigation, the Primary Report! and its related documents, photographs, and tape 
recordings of interviews for compliance with the mandates of Consent Decree paragraphs 
65, 66, 68, 69, 81, 82, 84, and 87 as they relate to paragraph 136 (See Appendix A for a 
summary of the mandates for each paragraph noted above). 


Audit Population. 


The OIG identified its audit population to include all NCUOF investigations that 
originated in July 2003. This was the most recent period available that had a sufficient 
number of completed investigations available for review. The Use of Force Review 
Section (UOFRS) reflected 198 NCUOF incidents. Three of these incidents were 
accidental TASER discharges and were excluded from the population. 


Using a one tail test”, with a 95% confidence level +/- 4%, the remaining 195 incidents 
required a population of 65 investigations, or 33%. The investigations were stratified by 
Area and 33% of the investigations for each Area were selected using a random number 
generator.’ In addition, if any investigation was part of multiple incidents, all incidents 
were included in the population. The total number of reports for this criterion was 87. 


While the Department’s Use of Force Skeletal Fracture Audit and the OIG’s subsequent . 
review did not reveal any unusual circumstances, the OIG believes that because of the 


_ severity of an injury resulting in a fracture, these types of incidents warranted inclusion in 


our audit population. The UOFRS database was queried for any completed NCUOF 
incident that involved a skeletal fracture. Seven incidents were identified and, as above, 
two multiples were added, which added nine additional incidents to the population. The 
OIG also included three NCUOF investigations identified in Audit Division’s Gang 
Enforcement Detail (GED) Work Product (WP) Audit, 2" Quarter, Fiscal Year 
2003/2004.* Consequently, the total population for this audit involves 99 NCUOF 
incidents. (See Appendix B) 


l Primary reports refer to Arrest Reports, Employee Reports (Form 15.7), etc. 

? The test of a given statistical hypothesis in which only a value of the statistic that is, for example, sufficiently large 
will lead to rejection of the hypothesis tested. 

> www.randomizer.org 

* Audit Division did not evaluate the three NCUOF incidents involving GED because they had not completed the 
use of force review process and were not available for review. During our review of the GED WP audit, the three 

' investigations became available, and the OIG chose to include the review and findings in this audit. 
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Verification of the Population 


Previous audits conducted by Audit Division, the Independent Monitor, and the OIG, 
have identified deficiencies in the method used for tracking NCUOF investigations. The 
Department has made significant improvement in the tracking of NCUOF investigations. 
The OIG verified completeness of the NCUOF population by obtaining all of the Area’s 
Use of Force Summary Logs, or Tracking Logs, and comparing them against the UOFRS 
records. The OIG identified three incidents that were recorded in the UOFRS database 
that were not included in the Area’s Tracking Logs (77 Street Area -UOF Key 051500, 
and Pacific Area -UOF Key 051581 and 051546). © 


In addition, a query of the Internal Affairs Group (IAG) complaint database was 
conducted to identify all allegations of unauthorized force that were reported with a date 
of occurrence in July 2003. That list was reviewed to determine, where possible, if any 
of the allegations appeared to be legitimate uses of force that had not been reported’. No 
additional incidents were located. 


Data Analysis 


The auditors used a checklist consisting of 60 questions as a data collection instrument 
with a “crib sheet” supporting the checklist, to identify any anomalies associated with 
each investigation. The anomalies were tabulated in a database for analysis and inclusion 
in this audit report. 


All officers that had been involved in more than four NCU OF incidents within the past 
two years° had his or her serial number entered into a database to cross check against the 
other officers in an effort to determine if there were patterns of force emerging among 
pairs or groups of officers. The number of incidents selected for this analysis was 
determined by using the TEAMS threshold reports. The OIG does not in any way imply 
to infer that this is an inappropriate number of NCUOF incidents. The number was 
selected arbitrarily to winnow down the pool of officers to those officers that are actively 
involved in activities that result in NCUOF incidents. These results are included at the 
end of this report under the heading “Other Related Matters.” 


The IAG database was queried to identify all complaints resulting from an incident in 
July 2003. The names of all of the NCUOF subjects were compared to the list of 
complainants to determine the type of complaints that originate out NCUOF incidents. 
These results are included at the end of this report under the heading “Other Related 

: Matters.” 


$ Many investigations of the alleged incidents of unauthorized force had not been completed. Where able, the 
investigating officer provided what details were available in an effort to determine if the incident warranted 
inclusion in this audit. For obvious reasons, this was an inexact verification at best. 

_ É The threshold for traffic officers was more than two NCUOF incidents in a two- -year period because of the larger 
volume of public contacts in comparison with other officers. Conversely; because detectives and sworn in 
administrative positions have less contacts with the public, the threshold is also more than two NCUOF incidents in 
a two-year period. 


Audit of Non-Categorical Uses of Force Investigations 


Page 4 


1.0 


IV. 


Collection of NCUOF Investigations and AudioTapes 


Copies of all NCUOF investigations were obtained from the UOFRS. In cases where 
tape-recorded interviews were submitted to Scientific Investigation Division (SID), the 
OIG obtained those tapes. However, because there is no mandate to record NCUOF 
investigations, many of the interviews were recorded on the investigating officer’s (I/O) 
personal recording devices. In these instances, the OIG contacted the I/O and, when 
available, reviewed these tape recordings as well (See findings for Objective No. 5 for 


additional details). 


Source Documentation 


The following source documents were used to evaluate compliance with Department 


policy and procedure relative to the completion, investigation and adjudication of 
NCUOF investigations: | 


Los Angeles Police Department Manual, 2002; 

e Special Order (SO) No. 18, 2003, “Revision to Special Order No. 27, 2001, 
Investigating and Adjudicating Non-Categorical Use of Force Incidents;” 

e Special Order No. 27, 2001, “Investigating and Adjudicating Non-Categorical Use of 
Force Incidents;” 

e Administrative Order No. 3, 2000, “Activation of the Special Enforcement Unit;” 

e Human Resources Bureau Memorandum, July 28, 2001 “Verbal Warning 
Requirement for a Use of Force-Revised;” 


e Human Resources Bureau Memorandum, January 6, 2003 “Consent-Decree Required 


Information on Non-Categorical Uses of Force;” 


e Risk Management Group Memorandum, August 21, 2002 “14-Day Review of Non- 


Categorical Uses of Force;” 

Training Bulletin Volume XXXIV, Issue 6, July 2002; 

Training Bulletin Volume XXXV, Issue 6, May 2003; and, 

Consent Decree, United States Department of Justice/City of Los Angeles, 
June 15, 2001. 


FINDINGS 


Overall, the documentation of the Department’s NCUOF incidents has significantly 
improved. None of the investigations audited were found deficient in legal basis or 
adjudication. While there is still room for improvement, the OIG would like to 
acknowledge the hard work that was evident in our review of the NCUOF investigations. 
In particular, the UOFRS oversight is commendable. Many of the items that would have 
been found deficient by the OIG were identified and corrected by the UOFRS. 
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Objective No. 1 — Quality 


The quality of NCUOF investigations was determined based on whether Department 
policy and procedure for investigating NCUOF incidents was adhered to, as well as 
compliance with Consent Decree paragraphs 80 (c), (e), and (f), 81, 82, and 84. The 
NCUOF investigations were further examined to determine if the suspect was specifically 
asked how he/she was injured (if applicable), if multiple uses of force were identified and 
evaluated separately, that a non-involved supervisor conducted the investigation, that 
there were no significant conflicts between associated reports, if the tactics and 
techniques were consistent on the facesheet and narratives, that no canried language or 
inappropriate cutting and pasting was included, if the same supervisor approved all the 
reports, if the injuries were determined to be consistent with the reported use of force 
(UOF), and that adequate documentation existed for all actions. 


While, the OIG found that the overall quality of NCUOF investigations has improved 
dramatically as a result of revised Department procedure, the OIG found that there are 
still areas relating to the investigation of NCUOF incidents in which the Department 
needs improvement. The following represents the OIG’s findings as it relates to this 
objective: 


Interviews: Witnesses were consistently identified and interviewed separately, 
and the suspect was always interviewed if he/she did not refuse or was unable to 
be interviewed. 


Uninvolved Supervisor: An uninvolved supervisor always conducted the 
NCUOF investigations. 


Inconsistencies: Three reports were identified in which the suspect’s actions were 
not consistent within the report package and ten instances when the officer’s 
actions were not consistent. Many of the inconsistencies were minor, but some 
were directly related to the UOF (See Appendix C). 


Conflicting Statements: Seven NCUOF investigations were identified that 
contained conflicting witness statements and no attempt was made by the. 
Investigating Officer (I/O) to reconcile them. Some of these findings were 
discovered during a review of the tape-recorded statements (See Appendix D). 


Conflicting Department Procedure: The conflict between Administrative 
Order (AO) No. 3, 2000, and SO No. 27, 2001, has still not been resolved by the 
Department. These two directives provide conflicting procedure involving 
Special Enforcement Unit (SEU) supervisors when investigating an SEU officer’s 
involvement in a use of force. Special Order No. 27, 2001, specifically mandates 
that the supervisor investigating the NCUOF incident sign all related reports, 
while AO No. 3 prohibits SEU supervisor’s from signing arrest reports. Through 
our review, we found instances where the SEU supervisor had signed the arrest 
report and instances when they did not. Until such time as the conflict is 


Audit of Non-Categorical Uses of Force Investigations 


Page 6 


1.0 


resolved, the OIG opines that the correct action is to have the watch commander 
sign the arrest report after the I/O ensures that the information is consistent with 
NCUOF investigation. 


The OIG did not find any evidence of canned language and identified only one 
incident (with three suspects) in which the OIG believes an inappropriate use of 
cutting and pasting was involved (UOF Key 051281-051283). In that case, the 
officers’ statements in a follow-up report were almost identical to each other. 


In 65% of the incidents, there was no documentation that the suspect was 
specifically asked how he or she was injured as required by Department policy 
and procedure. However, with the exception of one incident, there was 
documentation that each suspect was medically treated if necessary or as required. 
The one incident (UOF Key 051961) noted above involved the use of an impact 
weapon. The suspect was hit in the shoulder and said that while his shoulder was 
sore, he was not hurt. No medical treatment was provided to this suspect in 
violation of Department procedure delineated in Training Bulletin Volume 
XXXV, Issue 6, May 2003, page 3, which states: 


Any suspect struck with a baton shall be transported to a Department 
approved medical facility for medical treatment prior to booking’ (emphasis 
added). 


While this action is required by the Training Bulletin, the Department manual 
only require medical treatment for the use of a TASER if a dart makes contact 
with skin or clothing, and uses of a carotid upper body control hold. 
Consequently, the requirement to provide medical treatment to suspect’s struck 
with a baton should be incorporated into the Department Manual to avoid 
conflicting information. 


Recommendation: 


It is recommended that the Department revise procedure to include the requirement for 
medical treatment of suspect’s after the use of a baton. 


Note: The OIG believes that additional training to the persons who 
perform oversight (at all levels) of UOF investigations would be 
beneficial. During informal discussions with Department personnel 
related to the NCUOF audit, a sergeant acknowledged the need for 
medical treatment after a baton strike as stated in the Training Bulletin, 
but added, “in general we only need to offer medical treatment... 
unless there is an obvious injury that needs treatment.’® 


7 This requirement was also delineated in Training Bulletin Volume XXXIV, Issue 6, July 2003. 
ë This sergeant was also unaware of the Consent Decree mandate prohibiting gang officers from using unmarked 


vehicles. 
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There were also a variety of slight omissions or oversights that were considered 
_ administrative in nature and were not mentioned individually (See Appendix E). 


Objective No. 2 - Completeness 


An assessment for Completeness of NCUOF investigations for the purpose of this audit 

was determined by the inclusion of all documents necessary to determine compliance 
with the audit’s stated objectives. The NCUOF investigations were further reviewed to 
determine if, the correct forms were used, the UOF box was checked on the appropriate 
reports, when applicable “TASER” and “Chemical Spray” were noted next to the UOF 
check box, if the use of the hobble was properly documented, the NCUOF face sheet was 
correctly and fully completed, the full name, address with zip code, telephone number, 
social security or driver’s license information was included for all non-Department 
witnesses, a written authorization for Release of Medical Information was requested 
when applicable, documentation of injuries and medical treatment was included and that 

_ the bureau contacted IAG to determine if a complaint investigation resulted from the 
UOF incident. 


The following provides a summary of the findings relative to this objective: 


e The OIG found that the words “TASER” and “Chemical Spray” were never included 
on the primary report next to the use of force check box in the eight documented uses 
of chemical spray and three uses of the TASER. It is apparent that this requirement is 
unknown to many, even after the reiteration of it in the Training Bulletin XXX. The 
Department may wish to consider if this requirement serves any useful purpose. If it 
is determined that a need for this notation exists, additional training to the Department 
will be needed (See Appendix E). The OIG believes that if this information does not 

` serve a useful purpose it should be redacted from the Department Manual. 


e The OIG found that in 46 of the 71 NCUOF incidents that had non-Department 
witnesses, the I/O failed to include either a social security number or driver’s license 
number, or, if applicable, the fact that the witness did not have one. However, there 
was sufficient information provided to locate the person again should the need exist 
(See Appendix F). | 


e The OIG identified 11 reports without the UOF box correctly marked. Ten reports 
necessitated follow-up reports to correct the oversight and one (UOF Key 051590) 

— corrected the lack of the words “use of force” in the report margins, it did not correct 
the lack of the checkmark in the box. Lack of oversight in this area was responsible 
for unnecessary additional work for officers and clerical staff. Because the oversights 
were corrected, they did not count against compliance. 


e The OIG determined that the suspect was treated for injuries in 77 out of 99 NCUOF 
incidents. However, only 38 documented that an Authorization for Release of 
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Medical Treatment was requested as required by SO No. 27, 2001. In three incidents, 
medical records” were included in the report without the required release. 


The OIG did not find any documentation that bureau personnel contacted IAG to 
determine whether a complaint had been lodged involving the NCUOF incident with 
the exception of two investigations. The OIG believed the easiest way to ensure this 
information is captured is to modify the Internal Process Report (IPR) to include a 
checkbox with the action, along with a signature area for the employee making the. 
contact. 


Recommendation: 


e Itis recommended that the Department revise the IPR to include a specific check box and 
signature block for bureau to verify if there is a complaint associated with the NCUOF 
incident. 


Various effects and activities documented in the NCUOF narrative were missing from 
page two of the NCUOF facesheet. While these are not significant issues, they reflect 
continuing confusion on exactly what items should be included in which area of the 
facesheet. 


The OIG noted the hobble restraint device was used 17 times out of the 99 NCUOF 
incidents. On ten occasions force was used to apply the hobble, and no force was 
used the other seven times. In each instance the force used was correctly documented 
with the appropriate officer included as having used force when appropriate. 


The OIG found that all the required report headings (Incident Overview, Witness 
Statements, Injuries/Medical Treatment, Photographs/Other Evidence, and Watch 
Commander/OIC Insight) were included in all 99 reports. 


The OIG identified one NCUOF report that used outdated forms from September 
2001. 


The OIG found that the chemical spray canister date of manufacture or expiration 
date was documented in all eight instances it was used. 


Objective No. 3 — Investigative Findings 


The Findings for purposes of this audit considered whether or not logical alternate types 
of force were considered, if actions of on-scene supervisors were evaluated, if training 
needs were identified and training was completed, whether a verbal warning was given as 
required and was sufficient, if the incident was accurately documented on the involved 
employees’ TEAMS report, if the Area/division and bureau commanding officers made a ` 
recommendation(s) as to the UOF disposition, and any other significant findings. 


? For purposes of this question, the OIG did not include rescue ambulance records from the scene, of the medical 
screening form completed by the officers, or only after care instructions. 
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The following provides a summary of the results of this objective: 


The OIG identified 14 incidents that contained significant issues that warranted 
follow-up correspondence to the Commanding Officer, Training Group, or 
appropriate Area/Bureau (See Appendix G). The OIG requested a 30-day response 
from the commanding officer. 


The OIG identified 28 NCUOF incidents that directed training for one or more 
officers. It appears that the training was provided to the employees but there is 
insufficient information on the TEAMS report to correlate to the specific UOF 
incident. For example, some of the TEAMS entries reflected the date of the UOF as 
the date of the training. Others had the date of training documented on the IPR and 
that date corresponding to a date on the TEAMS report. However, in several 
instances training was directed, but no date was documented in the report and there 
was more than one divisional training indicated on the officer’s TEAMS report. The 
OIG was unable to determine which, if any, of the training entries correlated to the 
specific NCUOF report in question. 


Recommendation: 


e It is recommended that each divisional TEAMS entry include identifying information on the 
line that is available to the reviewer on TEAMS. 


The OIG identified 11 incidents that required a verbal warning. Only three of the 
incidents documented that the appropriate warning was given. In five incidents the 
warning was not given, however a justification why it was not given was provided; 
and, in one incident the warning was given, however, due to the environment 
(helicopter), it is unlikely that the suspect heard the warning. The OIG identified two 
incidents that included a warning, however the OIG believes it was not sufficient (See 
Appendix H). 


Typically, the deficiencies in the warning was one of completeness. For example, 
suspects may have been told the type of less than lethal force without completing the 
legally required admonition. Simply telling a suspect that a TASER will be used or 
saying “beanbag ready” are not sufficient to comply with the verbal warning 
mandate. 


The OIG identified 38 of the 99 NCUOF incidents that did not include an evaluation 
of the supervision, or lack there of as required by SO No. 27. 


The OIG identified 30 NCUOF incidents that documented that a supervisor planned, 
witnessed, or participated i in the NCUOF incident. 


- Audit of Non-Categorical Uses of Force Investigations 
Page 10 
1.0 


e The OIG identified two NCUOF investigations (UOF Key 051645 and 051261) that 
did not include a determination that the injuries were consistent with the UOF, as 
required by Department procedure. 


e The OIG found that all of the NCUOF investigations included sufficient information 
in the Incident Overview section of each of the report about the involved officer(s) 
planning, communications, observations, approach and flexibility. 


e The OIG found that 36 NCUOF incidents included consideration of alternate types of 
force, 62 NCUOF incidents did not include such a consideration, but the force used 
was minimal. One incident (UOF Key 051961) involved the use of a baton against a 
family member who was trying to interfere in an arrest. The investigation does not 
note whether other options, such as chemical spray, were not considered. 


e The OIG found that the Watch Commander/Officer-in-Charge provided his or her 
insight in all but one of the investigations audited. 


Objective No. 4 - Timeliness 


The assessment of Timeliness was based on an evaluation of the length of time taken for 
the NCUOF investigation to complete the review cycle and be signed by the 
Commanding Officer, Training Group, and returned to the concerned bureau. Timeliness 
of the investigation was defined as compliance with the requirements established by the 
Department and Consent Decree paragraphs 69. 


Paragraph 69 of the Consent Decree defines a time period of 14 days within which a 
division manager must review the incident, absent a detected deficiency, in which case 
the review shall be completed within a time period reasonably necessary to correct the 
deficiency. This was the only timeliness measure used to determine compliance.. 


The following provides a summary of the significant findings relative to this objective: 


e The OIG found that 98 NCUOF reports were reviewed by division management 
within 14 days as required by Consent Decree paragraph 69. 


e The OIG found that Department personnel failed to meet its self-imposed goal of 
forwarding the investigation to the bureau within seven days in 65 instances, with an 
average time of 24 days!”. 


e The OIG found that Department personnel failed to meet its self-imposed goal for the 
bureau to forward the investigation to Risk Management Group within 7 days, with 
an average of 32 days !! 


1° The average time was determined using only those reports that were over the seven-day period. 
1! The average time was determined using only those reports that were over the seven-day period. 
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e The OIG found that Department personnel failed to meet its self-imposed goal for 
Risk Management Group to sign off on the completed investigation within 14 days, 
with an average of 118 days”. 


The longest delay was with the UOFRS, Risk Management Group. The delays usually 
involved one or more kickbacks to the investigating entity. It is expected that the 
oversights and errors that are identified by the UOFRS will, with diligence and training, 
be corrected in the earlier stages of the review cycle, and this number should improve 
significantly (See Appendix I). 


When the completed NCUOF reports were first verified on January 12, 2004, at least five 
months after the incident, 39 of the 195 (approximately 20%) reports still had not 
completed the review cycle. Almost two months later, there were still nine outstanding 
reports. Operations-South Bureau had 23 of their 56 (41%) reports take longer than five 
months to complete (See Appendix J). 


Objective No. 5 - Summarized and Transcribed Statements 


Assessment of the accuracy of summarized and transcribed statements of tape-recorded 
interviews was defined as the inclusion of all relevant statements from the recorded 
interview in the summarized statement and the correct reporting of misconduct issues. 


As with the Complaint Investigations Audit, the OIG identified instances in which the 
interview statements were not accurately transcribed. There were seven seriously 
deficient paraphrased statements (See Appendix K). 


e One tape reviewed (UOF Key 051576) was recorded by an officer at the scene of a 
hospital that included allegations of serious misconduct that were never reported. 
The allegations included a possible illegal search during the incident and the use of 
unauthorized force during the trip to the hospital in the ambulance. 


e One issue noted (UOF Key 051572) involved one sergeant who interviewed a witness 
and paraphrased her statement. A different sergeant completed the NCUOF 
investigation and changed the meaning of the original sergeant’s paraphrased 
statements (admittedly not-as clear as it should have been) to reflect something closer 
to what the officers reported. Care must be utilized to ensure the original message is 
retained, especially if the edits are by a different person who originally wrote the 
report. | 


The OIG has been hesitant to recommend mandated recording of NCUOF investigation 
interviews given the amount of work and record keeping involved in the process. 
However, given the fact that the voluntary recordings were so poorly paraphrased, the 
OIG feels it is in the best interest of the Department to record at a minimum the suspect 
and non-Department witness statements. Even in cases where the UOF is minimal, 


12 The average time was determined using only those reports that were over the 14-day period. 
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recorded accounts of the incident from the suspect and witness perspective will help 
prove the Department is thoroughly and accurately investigating NCUOF incidents. 


Recommendations: 


It is recommended that the Department direct that all interviews involving NCUOF with non- 
Department personnel, including the subject of the force, be recorded. . 


It is recommended that the Department direct commanding officers to conduct periodic 
audits of tape-recordings of recorded NCUOF interviews to ensure that the paraphrasing is 
accurate and to identify any issues relative to additional training for I/Os on interview 
techniques, etc. 


It is recommended that the Department ensure that all tape recordings associated with 
NCUOF investigations be booked at Scientific Investigation Division. In addition, periodic 


routine audits be conducted at the divisional level of the paraphrased statements and tape 


recordings to ensure accuracy. This audit should be placed on the regular audit schedule. 


Note: At the very least, any tapes (including personal cassettes) with any 
interviews from a NCUOF investigation, should be booked at Scientific 
Investigation Division to ensure they are available when needed. The OIG did 
have some success obtaining personal recordings, but at least one had been 
recorded over and one was lost. 


It is recommended that the Department direct an audit of paraphrased statements relative to 
NCUOF investigations be added to Area audit plans. 


Objective No. 6 - Evidence Collected and Analyzed 


The assessment for this objective included review of the NCUOF investigations to 
determine if the area was canvassed and all potential witnesses were identified and 
interviewed, if the suspect was interviewed, ensure that no group interviews were 
conducted, if all required photographs were taken, if all available evidence was collected 
and analyzed. 


The following provides a summary of the findings identified by the OIG relative to this 
objective: 


e The OIG found that in most cases (73%) the NCUOF incidents themselves did not 
involve any evidence that would need to be collected and preserved. With the 
exception of two instances (UOF Key 051779 and 051461) the evidence was properly 
collected and preserved. One of the two exceptions involved a suspect using a 
cooking pot to assault the officer. While the cooking pot was photographed, it was 
not retained as evidence. The cooking pot itself, to show its size and weight, might 
have assisted in the prosecution. In the other instance, video footage was referenced 
as having been viewed, but was not obtainable by the OIG. 


Audit of Non-Categorical Uses of Force Investigations 
Page 13 
1.0 


e The OIG identified 16 NCUOF incidents that had evidence that was collected but not 
photographed (Department Manual Section 4/245.20) and three incidents (UOF Key 
051520, 051601, and 051487) that did not include photographs of the scene. It 
appears on the surface that the requirement to photograph the evidence as well as the 
UOF scene has not been adequately disseminated. Consideration should be given as 
to whether this is a legitimate need, and if so, reiterate the requirement to do so (See 
Addendum L). 


e The OIG found that 86 of the 99 NCUOF incidents documented all of the suspect’s 
injured areas (if applicable). In two instances (UOF Key 051578 and 051604) did not 
include photographs of the area where the suspect complained of injury. Five 
investigations did not include photographs of the suspect and there was no 
documentation to explain why the photographs were not included. 


+ The OIG found that 67 of the NCUOF incidents did not cause injury to the involved 
officer(s). In the 32 incidents that did result in injury, 24 had photographs of the 
officer(s) injuries and eight did not. 


e The OIG found that 96 NCUOF investigations specifically contained | language 
indicating that no group interviews were conducted. 


Because language has been successfully incorporated into the reports reflecting that the 
scene was canvassed for all available witnesses, all available evidence was collected and 
preserved, and that no group interviews were conducted, consideration should be given to 
including check boxes with the required actions. This would ensure that they were 
considered and remove the burden of typing out the various requirements and to avoid the 
appearance of canned language. This was first recommended in the Department’s 
NCUOF Audit, Fourth Quarter 2002-2003. To date, no changes in this area have been 
instituted. 


Objective No. 7 - Adjudication 


The OIG’s determination of the overall Findings was based on an assessment of each 
investigation to determine if all required documentation, witness statements and/or 
evidence supported the findings of the investigation. 


The following provides a summary of the significant findings relative to this objective: 


e The OIG found that overall, the investigations were thorough and the evidence 
supported the adjudication of each allegation. Only one NCUOF incident was found 
out of policy (UOF Key 051579) and the OIG concurs. Furthermore, the 
commanding officer appropriately removed the officer from the field pending 
additional training and a complaint investigation was correctly initiated”. 


5 Complaint Form No. 03-3663. 
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This incident involved a traffic supervisor who stopped a vehicle for speeding. The 
suspect was intoxicated and the sergeant arrested him. The suspect declared the need 
to urinate, and because the sergeant felt the time to respond to the police station 
would be significant, allowed the suspect to relieve himself in the street rather than on 
himself or in the police vehicle. The suspect attempted to run and a struggle ensued.. 
During the struggle, the sergeant’s weapon partially dislodged from the holster. To 
prevent the suspect from obtaining the weapon, the sergeant held the weapon in his 
hand as they continued to struggle. When a witness happened by and offered to help, 
the sergeant gave his weapon to him. The complaint was sustained and the sergeant 
was given an Official Reprimand. His TEAMS report reflects one hour of divisional 
training. 


e The OIG found that in all but three NCUOF incidents where there were independent 
witnesses, their statements supported the adjudication. And, in those three instances, 
there was sufficient other evidence to support the adjudication. Surprisingly, 62 of 
the 89 statements provided by the suspect supported the adjudication as well. Again, 
in the remaining instances there was sufficient evidence to support the adjudication. 


OTHER RELATED MATTERS 
TASER Malfunctions 


During the course of our review, the OIG noted two separate incidents that involved a 
TASER malfunction. In one Wilshire Area incident (UOF Key 051235), a violent 
suspect was wielding a wooden table leg. After several verbal attempts, an officer 
attempted to utilize a TASER, but it malfunctioned. Fortunately, another officer at the 
scene also had a TASER, but it too malfunctioned. Eventually, a third TASER was 
employed and successfully subdued the suspect. The I/O notes in the NCUOF report that 
two of three TASERs malfunctioned and indicated a request had been made to investigate 
the cause of the failures, with any significant findings submitted to the Department. 
There was no specific information as to the nature of the failures. The OIG contacted 
Wilshire Area and Training Division and was unable to locate any investigation that 
reviewed the cause of the TASER malfunctions. The second incident occurred in Van 
Nuys Area. During the incident, the officer fired the TASER but the dart traveled 
approximately five feet and fell to the ground. 


The OIG discussed this issue with the Tactics Training Unit (TTU), Training Division. 
There was insufficient information included in the Wilshire Area incident to opine what 
had happened and the cause of the dart falling short could have several causes. The TTU 
is often not aware of failures such as these until well after the fact, if at all. Occasionally, 
a failure may be symptomatic of a Department-wide problem that may warrant a large- 
scale response, such as recalling a certain series of dart cartridges. Because it is critical 
for officer safety to have equipment that functions correctly, the following is 
recommended: 
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Recommendations: 


e Jtis recommended that the Department required that any time a TASER malfunctions for 
reasons other than operator error, the TASER be removed from service until cleared by 
Training Division and that this action be clearly documented in any associated report. 


e tis recommended that any time a TASER malfunctions, the TTU, Training Division, is 
notified without delay to ensure the problem is localized. 


Special Enforcement Units in Unmarked Vehicles 


Consent Decree paragraph 106 (e) (iii) requires that all units primarily responsible for 
monitoring or reducing gang activity use marked police vehicles for all activities. Any 
exception from the requirements requires written permission from the appropriate 
manager and shall be for a specified, limited period of time. However, the OIG 
discovered two instances where Special Enforcement Unit (SEU), Operations-South 
Bureau officers were patrolling in unmarked vehicles. There was one additional 
incident in Van Nuys Area where SEU was using an unmarked vehicle, but there was a 
notation that Operations-Valley Bureau had approved it to investigate a robbery. 


While this is not technically an issue related to the NCUOF incident, oversight bodies at 
all levels should have recognized that this issue was an apparent violation of the Consent 
Decree. Correspondence was generated to have the issue addressed (See Appendix G). 


Complaints 


The OIG determined that there were 18 complaints generated from the 195 NCUOF 
incidents, or approximately 9%. Thirteen of the incidents alleged unauthorized force, 
which is to be expected given the circumstances. Also, seven complainants, 4%, alleged 
an improper remark among the initial allegations. The most serious allegation of an 
improper remark was a Foothill Area occurrence (UOF Key 051281) where the officers 
allegedly baited the suspects to get up and fight. The suspects did get up to fight, 
whether or not in response to the remark, and the NCUOF incident occurred (See 
Appendix M). 


Multiple NCUOF Incidents 


The OIG attempted to analyze individual officer NCUOF history for emerging patterns 
with partners, groups or single NCUOF incidents. Late reporting into TEAMS hampered 
this effort. For example, as or March 17, 2004, nine incidents and nineteen officers did 
not have the July 2003 NCUOF incident included in the NCUOF history. The late entry 
is not a failure of the UOFRS uploading the information, but rather the method of which 
the NCUOF incidents are tracked. The NCUOF incident is not currently assigned a 
tracking number until Training Group approves the report. It is at this point that the 
information is uploaded to TEAMS. And, even after the UOFRS uploads the information 


2 


" Southeast SEU (UOF Key 05249) and Southwest SEU (UOF Key 051893). 
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it may be some time until it is processed and reflected on a TEAMS report. It would be 
helpful for oversight entities to have information on “pending” NCUOF incidents, similar 
to the complaint tracking system. 


There has been discussion on how best to track NCUOF incidents with the concerned 
entities, but to date nothing has been changed. In addition to efforts to assign a tracking 
number at the start of an NCUOF incident, the OIG would like to see the incidents 
captured on the TEAMS reports as pending. That would provide more accurate, earlier 
intervention into emerging patterns. 


Recommendation: 


VI. 


It is recommended that the Department develop a method to reflect pending NCUOF 
incidents on involved officers’ TEAMS reports. 


Given the limitation noted above, there were 169 officers involved in the 99 selected 
NCUOF incidents. Of those, 53 officers met the threshold criteria and were analyzed for 
multiple incidents with the same partner and/or group. Fourteen officers were paired 
with another officer in the pool at least twice with another officer in the pool. Four 
officers were involved with each other on multiple incidents. The complaint history and 
CUOF history was reviewed for these four officers. There did not appear to be a 
distinguishable pattern emerging. The findings are available at the OIG for review. 


While not technically related to this NCUOF audit, it was noted that several of the 
booking approval’s search information area for felony suspects was not completed with 
type of search, results, or information on the person performing the search. 


POST AUDIT MEETING WITH UOFRS 


A post-audit meeting was held with the Officer-in-Charge of the UOFRS to discuss the 
audit findings and recommendations on March 17, 2004. Although, UOFRS indicated 
that they perform a review of the NCUOF investigations for quality, they can only 
perform a cursory review due to the insufficient number of staff allocated to UOFRS. 
The focus of the review does not address compliance with Department policy and 
procedure that is not directly related to use of force investigations. For example, the 
issue involving GED officers working in an unmarked vehicle would not be a focus of 
UOFRS. One of the major obstacles to a more efficient review and tracking is the lack of 
support staff. Support staff includes additional clerical help for the compilation and 
tracking of the NCUOF reports as well as supervisory level personnel for the review of 
NCUOF investigations for quality. None of the findings were disputed by UOFRS and 
they concurred with all of the recommendations. 
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VIL CONCLUSION 


The OIG found the Department has made significant progress toward improving the 
quality of NCUOF investigations, especially in regard to the UOFRS oversight. The OIG 
found that there are still areas relating to the investigation of NCUOF incidents in which 
the Department needs improvement. Although not found in significant numbers, the OIG 
found a number of NCUOF investigations that contained inconsistent reporting of the 
suspect’s/officer’s actions; conflicting witness statements; inaccurate completion of the 
UOF reports; conflicting entries on the TEAMS reports; lack of supervisory evaluation of 
the incident; and/or deficient paraphrased statements. The OIG notes that the NCUOF 
investigations evaluated for this audit were investigated almost eight months ago. Many 
of the issues identified through the OIG’s audit were also identified by the Department’s 
own audit of NCUOF investigations, therefore it is possible that many, if not most, of the 
deficiencies identified through this audit have been addressed by the Department. 
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VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS | 


It is recommended that the Department revise procedure to include the requirement 
for medical treatment of suspect’s after the use of a baton. 


It is recommended that the Department revise the IPR to include a specific check box 
and signature block for bureau to verify if there is a complaint associated with the 
NCUOF incident. 


It is recommended that each divisional TEAMS entry include identifying information 
on the line that is available to the reviewer on TEAMS. 


It is recommended that the Department direct that all interviews involving NCUOF 
with non-Department personnel, including the subject of the force, be recorded. 


It is recommended that the Department direct commanding officers to conduct 
periodic audits of tape-recordings of recorded NCUOF interviews to ensure that the 
paraphrasing is accurate and to identify any issues relative to additional training for 
I/Os on interview techniques, etc. | 


It is recommended that the Department ensure that all tape recordings associated with 
NCUOF investigations be booked at Scientific Investigation Division. In addition, 
periodic routine audits be conducted at the divisional level of the paraphrased 
statements and tape recordings to ensure accuracy. This audit should be placed on the 
regular audit schedule. 


Note: At the very least, any tapes (including personal cassettes) with any 
interviews from a NCUOF investigation, should be booked at Scientific 
Investigation Division to ensure they are available when needed. The OIG 
did have some success obtaining personal recordings, but at least one had 
been recorded over and one was. lost. l 


It is recommended that the Department direct an audit of paraphrased statements 
relative to NCUOF investigations be added to Area audit plans. 


It is recommended that the Department require that any time a TASER malfunctions 
for reasons other than operator error, the TASER be removed from service until 
cleared by Training Division and that this action be clearly documented in any 
associated report. 


It is recommended that any time a TASER malfunction, the TTU, Training Division, 
is notified without delay to ensure the problem is localized. 


It is recommended that the Department develop a method to reflect pending NCUOF 
incidents on involved officers’ TEAMS reports. 
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IX. ACTION TAKEN 


Specific investigations identified to be problematic were addressed by the OIG via 
Intradepartmental Correspondence to the appropriate commanding officer for appropriate 
action. A 30-day response was requested providing the OIG with the specific action to 
be taken by the Department. | 


\\THIS SECTION INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK\ 
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CONSENT DECREE PARAGRAPHS 


Paragraph 65 continues to require officers to report to the Los Angeles Police l 
Department without delay the officer’s own uses of force (on the UOF form as revised in 
paragraph 66). 


Paragraph 66 modifies the use of force form to included data fields that require officers 

to identify with specificity the type of force used to the physical force category, to record 
the body area impacted by such physical force, to identify fractures and dislocations as a 
type of injury, and included bean bag shotgun as a type of force category. 


Paragraph 68 requires the LAPD continue requiring the NCUOF incidents are reported 
to a supervisor who shall conduct a timely supervisory investigation of the incident, as 
required under LAPD policy and paragraphs 69 and 81. 


Paragraph 69 requires NCUOF investigation to be reviewed by chain-of-command 
managers and the division and bureau level. The NCUOF investigations shall be 
reviewed by division management within 14 days of the incident, unless a deficiency is 
detected in the investigation, in which case the review shall be completed within a period 
of time reasonably necessary to correct the deficiency. 


Paragraph 81 requires the LAPD chain of command investigations of 
NCUOF to comply with subsections c, e, and f, of paragraph 80 where 
applicable. | 


Paragraph 80 (c), prohibits group interviews, (e) requires an 
interview of all supervisors with respect to their conduct at the 
scene during the incident, (f) requires the collection and 
preservation of all appropriate evidence, including canvassing the 
scene to located witnesses where appropriate. 


Paragraph 82 requires that any time the investigating officer has reason to 
believe that misconduct may have occurred other than what is related to 
the reported UOF, he or she must notify a supervisor and a Complaint 
Form 1.28 investigations shall be completed. | 


Paragraph 84 requires that when adjudicating complaint investigations the 
Standard California Jury Instructions be used to evaluate credibility; 
consideration be given of the accused officer’s history and disciplinary 
records and the civilian’s criminal history, where relevant and appropriate; 
no automatic preference of an officer’s statement over the statement of 
any other witness including the complainant; no automatic judgement of 
insufficient information to make a credibility determination when only 
conflicting statements exists; and no automatic rendering of a witness 
statement as biased or untruthful given a familial or social relationship. 


Appendix A 


Paragraph 87 defines the time period in which most investigations should 
be completed. Taking into consideration the complexity of an 
investigation, the availability of evidence or other extenuating 


circumstances, most investigations should be completed within five 
months. 
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2004 NCUOF Investigation Population 








Bureau Area | Date UOF Key No 
Miscellaneous 
Jail 
7111/2003 051722 
‘7146/2003 051548 
Juvenile 
7/30/2003 . 051415 
Metropolitan 
7/30/2003 051402 
7/31/2003 051724 
OCB 
Central 
7/16/2003 051463 
7/2/2003 051554 
7/23/2003 051623 
7/8/2003 : 051236 
Central SEU 
7/10/2003 051461 
Hollenbeck 
7/14/2003 051352 
7/26/2003 051218 
7/26/2003 051219 
Newton 
71/1/2003 051478 
7/25/2003 051561 
7/26/2003 051480 
7/27/2003 051562 
Newton SEU 
051147 051147 
051148 051148 
4/23/2003 051146 
Northeast 
7/11/2003 051353 


Northeast Vice 
7/25/2003 051558 
Rampart 
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Bureau Area 


Rampart Vice 


OSB 
77th Street 


Harbor 

OSB 
OSB/SEU 
South Traffic 


Southeast 


Southwest 
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Date 

7/26/2003 
7/26/2003 
7/29/2003 
7/31/2003 


7/11/2003 


7/13/2003 
7/15/2003 
7/15/2003 
7/15/2003 
7/15/2003 
7/23/2003 
7/25/2003 
7/25/2003 
7/25/2003 
7/4/2003 

7/7/2003 


7/31/2003 


7/19/2003 


7/9/2003 


7/16/2003 


7/10/2003 
7/15/2003 
7/18/2003 
7/3/2003 

7/30/2003 


7/17/2003 
7/20/2003 
7/26/2003 
7/30/2003 
7/5/2003 
7/5/2003 
August 


UOF Key No 
051491 
052288 
051492 
051635 


051487 


051497 
051498 
051499 
051961 
051962 
052053 
051599 
051958 
051958 
051601 
052041 


051503 


051645 


051261 


051287 


051511 
051604 
051512 
051510 
051650 


051227 
051894 
051774 
051359 
051570 
051779 
051656 
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Bureau Area Date UOF Key No 


August 051893 
OVB 
| Dev/VanNuys/WVAL/VTD 
| 7/29/2003 051521 
Devonshire 
7/15/2003 051516 
7/20/2003 051237 
7/30/2003 051522 
7/8/2003 051572 
Foothill 
7/20/2003 051573 
7/21/2003 051527 
7/29/2003 051282 
7/5/2003 051667 
7/5/2003 051668 
Foothill/Van Nuys/VTD 
. 7/29/2003 051281 
North Hollywood 
3/29/2003 050928 
7/12/2003 051450 
7/28/2003 051544 
7/9/2003 051574 
Valley Traffic 
7/29/2003 051283 
7/29/2003 051 579 
7/5/2003 051577 
7/7/2003 | 051542 
Van Nuys 
5/5/2003 051098 
7/18/2003 051685 
712712003 . 051539 
7/7/2003 051575 
7/7/2003 051576 
7/9/2003 051535 
West Valley 
4/25/2003 050932 
7/31/2003 051578 
OWB 
Hollywood 
3/23/2003 050692 
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Area 


Pacific 


West LA 


West Traffic 


Wilshire 


Wilshire SEU 


Date 
7/2/2003 
7/25/2003 


7/3/2003 
7/4/2003 
August 


7/20/2003 
7/20/2003 
7/3/2003 
7/712003 


7/13/2003 


4/23/2003 
7115/2003 
7/4/2003 
7/9/2003 


7/2/2003 





UOF Key No 
051414 
051702 


051581 
051546 
051369 


051716 
051717 
051587 
051588 


051590 


051045 
051712 
051235 
051371 


051584 
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Inconsistent Action, Tactics and Techniques 


Bureau 


Area UOF Key Inconsistent Action 


Inconsistent Tactics and/or 
Techniques 





Miscellaneous 


Jail 
051722 


OCB 


‘Central SEU 
051461 


Newton SEU 
051146 


Rampart 
051635 


052288 


OSB 
77th Street 
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Conflicting statements as to who 
applied hobble. Confusion may be 
due to one officer placing it on the 
suspect and a different officer 
finishing the hobble. 


One officer's NCUOF not in the arrest 
report narrative but clearly stated in the 
NCUOF report. 


Incident Overview says suspect hit 
his face on the ground after, and 
resulting from, a distraction strike. 
The Arrest Report and officer 
statements say he hit the ground 
during the application of the 
twistlock. 


Arrest Report and Incident 
Overview mention noticing the . 
vehicle make a left turn without a 
turn signal, and then the officers 
running the license plate. Neither 
officers' statement says that, they 
only state that vehicle was 
stopped at stop sign then they 
decided to run it. 

Incident Overview indicates that 
the officers directed suspect to 
leave. Arrest Report says the 
officers escorted the suspect out. 
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Bureau Area UOF Key 


051601 


052053 


OSB/SEU 
051261 


South Traffic 
051287 


OVB 


Devonshire 
| 051522 


Valley Traffic 
| 051577 


Van Nuys 
051575 


OWB 
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Inconsistent Action 


Inconsistent Tactics and/or 


Techniques 





in the NCUOF investigation the 
officer said he tried to block a 
blow, but hit the suspect's face. In 
the Arrest Report. The officer says 
he used a distraction strike to 
suspect's face. 


Officers said suspect attempted to 
kick, Arrest Report did not mention 
the kick, crime report reficts 
suspect actually kickick and 
making contact. 


Inconsistent number of strikes 
between various accounts of the 
incident. i 


Arrest Report does not reflect the 

suspect on the hood of the vehicle 
nor the Total Appendage Restraint 
Positioning (TARP) of the suspect. 


First two officers says suspect 
kneed officers after being placed 
on hood of vehicle. Arrest Report 
says kneed officers and then 
placed on hood of vehicle. 


Officer placed his foot in a 
doorway to hoid it open on th 
earrest report as he placed his 
hand on the suspect's wrist. Not in 
the NCUOF report. 


Arrest report did not include use of 
double cuffs, NCUOF did, nota 
significant issue. 


Some of the tactics and techniques 
used were not consistent between the 
NCUOF report and the Arrest Report. 
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Bureau Area 


UOF Key 


Inconsistent Tactics and/or 
Techniques 


Inconsistent Action 





Hollywood 
050692 


051702 


West LA 
051588 


Wilshire 
051712 
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Confusion among the reports as to 
the mission of the officers’ 
assignment. Varied from 
monitoring sexual predators, 
monitoring crowds at the Kodak 
Theater due to.anti-war protests, 
and monitoring for terrorists and 
anarchists. 

Employee's Report, Form 15.7, 
indicates the suspect was armed 
with a stick when hit with baton 
which caused him to drop the 
stick. The Incident Overview says 
suspect had no stick. Officers say 
the other suspect had stick. 


Slight differences between Arrest 
Report observations and the 
NCUOF, U-turn not termed 
unlawful, not a significant issue. 


One officer's NCUOF not in the arrest 
report narrative but clearly stated in the 
NCUOF report. 
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Not Reconciled Conflicting Statements 








Bureau Area — UOF Key Issues 
OSB 7 
77th Street 
051601 One officer said the other officer hit the suspect and then 
they went to the ground. Suspect said on the ground first. 
052053 Actions regarding kick, whether and attempt or actual 
: contact. 
South Traffic 
051287 Conflicts noted during the tape recorded review. 
OVB 
Devonshire 
051572 Number of strikes in conflict. 
Foothill/Van Nuys/VTD 
051281 suspects and witnesses claim officers baited suspects to 
ight. 
North Hollywood 
051544 Suspect stated officer stepped on his hand with his boot. 
Officer did not admit to this action. 
Valley Traffic 
051283 Suspects and witnesses claim officers baited suspects to 
ight. 
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Chemical Spray/Taser Required Notation 





Chemical Spray/Taser Notation Bureau ~ Area UOF Key 
B. Chemical Spray not noted next UOF Check box 
OCB 
Newton SEU 051147 
OSB 
77th Street 051499 
77th Street 051498 
OVB 
| North Hollywood 051574 
Van Nuys 051 575 
OWB | 
Pacific 051369 
Pacific 051581 
West LA 051716 


B. Taser used, not noted next to UOF Check Box 


OCB 
Hollenbeck 051352 
OWB 
Hollywood . 051414 
Wilshire 051235 
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Non-Department Witness Identification: One or More 
Items Missing for One or More Witness 





Bureau Area UOF Key 
Miscellaneous 
Juvenile 
051415 
OCB 
Hollenbeck 
051218 
051219 
051352 
Newton 
051480 
051562 
Newton SEU 
051146 
051147 
051148 
Rampart 
052288 
OSB 
77th Street 
051498 
051499 
051958 
051961 
051962 
OSB 
051645 
OSB/SEU 
051261 
South Traffic 
051287 
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Southeast 


Southwest 


OVB 


Devonshire 


Foothill 


Foothill/Van Nuys/VTD 


Valley Traffic 


Van Nuys 


West Valley 


OWB 
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UOF Key 


051510 
051604 
051650 


051227 
051570 
051779 
051780 
051893 


051522 
051572 


051282 
051527 
051573 
051667 
051668 


051281 


051283 


051577 
051579 


051098 


‘051575 


051576 
051685 


051578 
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Bureau . Area UOF Key 





Pacific 
051369 
051546 
Wilshire 
051235 
051712 
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Correspondence Generated 





Issue(s) 





Bureau Area UOF Key 
Miscellaneous 
Juvenile 
051415 
OSB 
77th Street 
051497 
051961 
052053 
OSB/SEU 
051261 
South Traffic 
051287 
Southeast 
052149 
Southwest 
051656 
Page l of 2 


Discrepancy between paraphrased statements and 
recorded statements. The witness said the suspect 
was not struggling at all, did not try to hit the officers 
and made no furtive movements. The paraphrased 
statement includes, "As the officers struggled with 
(the suspect)..." Discovered by tape review. 


Officers used a total of four distraction strikes to the 
suspect's torso. The suspect alleged that he was also 
hit in the face and neck and his arms were twisted. 
Discovered by tape review. Inconsistent suspect 
actions were noted. The officer said he saw a 
weapon fall so he puiled out his weapon and ordered 
the suspect to drop the weapon. Also, incomplete 
questiong with the partner officer about the suspect's 
alleged fall. 


Baton used no medical treatment provided as 
required. No photographs of the lack of injury. 


Discrepancy about the suspect's actions, whether it 
was an attempt kick or an actual kick, NCUOF reports 
attempt kick, Crime Report an actual kick. 


SEU supervisor approved all reports, including the 
arrest report. Conflict with SO No. 3, 2000. 
Inconsistent statements among the paraphrased 
statements, incident overview and watch commander 
insight sections of the NCUOF report. 


One officer did not have his hobble available, 
apparent violation of Department Manual 3/621/10. 
Improper remarks concerning the suspect's ability to 
breath. Several errors and omissions in paraphrased 
statements including how long the suspect was 
inappropriately placed in a Total Appendage Restraint 
Position (TARP). Discovered by tape review. 


SEU officers were using an unmarked vehicle, which 
would be a violation of Consent Decree 106 (e) (iii), 
unless there was written permission from the 
commanding officer. There was no notation of the 
reason the vehicle was used or the prior permission 
from the commanding officer. Identified while looking 
at other NCUOF reports for an unrelated issue. Not 
part of the audit population. 


SEU supervisor approved all reports, including the 
arrest report. Conflict with SO No. 3, 2000. 
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Bureau Area UOF Key 


051893 
OVB 
Devonshire 
051572 
North Hollywood 
051574 
Valley Traffic 
051577. 
Van Nuys 
051575 
051576 
OWB 
Hollywood 
051702 
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Issue(s) 


SEU officers were using an unmarked vehicle, which 
would be a violation of Consent Decree 106 (e) (iii), 
unless there was written permission from the 
commanding officer. There was no notation of the ` 
reason the vehicle was used or the prior permission 
from the commanding officer. 


Inconsistencies in the number of swings and how 
many officers actually used baton. Discovered by tape 
review. : 


The injuries sustained by the suspect appear 
inconsistent with reported force. It is possible that the 
injuries were unrelated to the force used at all, but it 
was not documented. 


Inconsistencies in statements regarding the suspect 
being placed over the hood of the police vehicle 
before of after his assault on the officer. 


Statements in the Arrest Report reflect action not 
noted in the NCUOF report. One witness to the entire 
event was not questioned about ail the actions of the 
officers and suspects. Medical release for one 
suspect, medical records included for the other 
suspect. 


Statements in the Arrest Report reflect action not 
noted in the NCUOF report. One witness to the entire 
event was not questioned about all the actions of the 
officers and suspects. Medical release for one 
suspect, medical records included for the other 
suspect. Possible allegations of illegal search and 
assault in the ambulance. Discovered by tape 
review. Inconsistencies in statements regarding the 
suspect being placed over the hood of the police 
vehicle before of after his assault on the officer. 


Inconsistencies noted between reports and 
statements concerning which suspect was armed with 
what and their subsequent actions. 
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070002077222 LA EEE PENSE DESEO SURE OEE eS 





Verbal Warning Required 





Bureau Area UOF Key 
OVB 





Van Nuys 
051098 D. Yes, warning given, not adequate 


Verbal warning given, but lacked consequences. 


OWB 
Wilshire 
051235 D. Yes, warning given, not adequate 
Verbal warning given, but lacked consequences. Noted by the W/C. 
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Bureau Area UOF Key Reviewed by Area C/O Bureau RMG Receipt 
Division Receipt to Receiptto to RMG 
Bureau Receipt RMG Approval 
Miscellaneous 
Jail 
051548 14 12 . 9 134 
051722 13 7 5 160 
Juvenile 
051415 | 11 8 7 121 
Metropolitan 
051402 5 7 4 126 
051724 11 4 5 145 
OCB 
Central 
051236 3 40 14 100 
051463 5 49 112 
051554 1 6 20 162 
051623 5 7 1 140 
Central SEU 
051461 5 10 49 117 
Hollenbeck 
051218 13 0 1 9 
051219 13 0 75 9 
051352 4 9 1 112 
Newton . 
051478 7 13 31 138 
051480 10 1 34 69 
051561 12 12 35 57 
051562 9 l 8 4 106 
Newton SEU 
051146 14 49 51 64 
051147 14 49 . 51 64 
051148 14 49 51 64 
Northeast 
051353 13 39 47 92 
Northeast Vice 
051558 14 3 29 116 
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Bureau Area UOF Key Reviewed by Area C/O ~ Bureau RMG Receipt 





Division Receipt to Receipt to to RMG 
Bureau Receipt RMG | Approval 
Rampart 
051491 10 78 6 58 
051492 8 15 . 20 111 
051635 14 8 2 i 112 
052288 19 34 17 150 
Rampart Vice 
051487 6 14 4 109 
OSB 
. 77th Street 
051497 5 27 1 131 
051498 11 58 4 98 
051499 11 = 58 4 98 
051599 11 7 45 100 
051601 12 13 1 162 
051958 10 44 | 5 133 
051961 9 50 10 133 
051962 9 50 10 133 
052041 15 0 10 165 
052053 8 12 92 120 
052057 9 5 9 184 
Harbor 
051503 6 7 1 131 
OSB 
051645 10 3 14 146 
OSB/SEU 
051261 14 0 6 118 
South Traffic 
051287 9 21 5 102 
Southeast 
051510 14 29 5 134 
051511 12 13 2 141 
051512 11 42 3 47 
051604 9 19 3 148 
051650 5 17 12 139 
Southwest 
051227 13 23 42 32 
051359 9 14 31 82 
051570 2 28 2 148 
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Bureau Area UOF Key Reviewed by Area C/O Bureau RMG Receipt 





Division Receipt to . Receipt to to RMG 
Bureau Receipt RMG — Approval 
051656 7 30 5 105 
051774 5 53 4 115 
051779 11 55 3 128 
051780 11 55 3 128 
051893 10 7 3 134 
051894 10 23 | 11 147 
OVB 
Dev/VanNuys/WVAL/VTD 
051521 10 12 34 98 
Devonshire 
051237 12 7 52 43 
-051516 10 13 4 138 
051522 12 3 36 97 
051572 10 7 21 130 
Foothill 
051282 13 7 44 55 
051527 12 9 37 108 
051573 10 13 3 140 
051667 10 8 23 141 
051668 . 10 8 23 141 
Foothill/Van Nuys/VTD 
051281 13 7 44 55 
North Hollywood | 
050928 12 1 13 112 
051450 9 53 26 76 
051544 13 19 106 
| 051574 12 24 7 123 
Valley Traffic 
051283 13 7 44 55 
051542 7 9 23 133 
051577 4 26 11 138 
051579 7 22 5 101 
Van Nuys | 
051098 4 18 45 79 
051535 9 5 | 16 .. 144 
051539 8 | 48. 91 
051575 4 17 14 145 
051576 4 17 14 145 
051685 4 20 14 137 
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Bureau Area UOF Key Reviewed by Area C/O Bureau RMG Receipt - 





Division Receipt to — Receipt to to RMG 
Bureau Receipt RMG Approval 
West Valley 
.050932 7 5 26 76 
051578 11 4 48 97 
OWB 
Hollywood 
050692 12 5 9 63 
051414 13 21 6 144 
051702 > 12 8 7 141 
Pacific . 
051369 5 15 12 90 
051546 - 6 4 | 11 155 
l 051581 | : 169 
West LA 
051587 6 16 4 158 
051588 4 17 1 142 
051716 11 0 105 160 
051717 11 0 105 160 
West Traffic 
051590 11 8 4 151 
Wilshire 
051045 8 6 1 118 
051235 12 8 5 95 
051371 13 8 5 126 
051712 8 13 15 155 
Wilshire SEU 
051584 6 2 7 169 
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Comparison by Area of Completed July 2003 Non-Categorical Uses of Force 
January 12, 2004 and March 5, 2004 





Bureau/Area July 2003 |Juiy 2003 NCUOF {July 2003 NCUOF July 2003 Percent of July 
Reports Completed |NCUOF Reports |2003 NCUOF 
Recorded |Outstanding January 12, 2004 andiOutstanding Report 


at UOFRS |January 12, 2004 |March 5, 2004 March 5, 2004 Outstanding 7+ 

















Central Area 

Central Traffic Division 
Hollenbeck Area 
Newton Area 
Northeast Area 
Rempart Area 
Operations-Central 
Bureau (Bureau Total) 







Devonshire Area 
Foothill Area 

North Hollywood Area 
Valley Traffic Division 
Van Nuys Area 

West Valley Area 
Operations-Valley 
Bureau (Bureau Total) 





77th Street Area 
Harbor Area 

South Traffic Division 
Southeast Area 
Southwest Area 
Operations-South 
Bureau (Bureau Total 





West Los Angeles Area 
Wilshire Area 

Pacific Area 

West Traffic Area 
Hollywood Area 
Operations-West 
Bureau (Bureau Total 





RE 
RE | | 
| en 
si A < SRS OSES Z A = L 
Department Total e E 30! 9 4.59% 
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EEE. 


Recorded Statements 





Bureau Area UOF Key No 


Tape Review Results 





Miscellaneous 


Juvenile 
051415 


OCB 


Central SEU 

051461 
Newton 

051562 
Rampart 


051491 
051492 


OSB 


77th Street 
051497 


South Traffic 
- 051287 


OVB 


Devonshire 
051572 


Valley Traffic 
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The witness stated clearly that the suspect was not 
struggling and did not try to assault the officers. His 
paraphrased statement reads, "As the officers 
struggled with (the suspect)." Correspondence 
generated. 


No issue. 


No issue. 


_ No issue. 


No issue. 


The suspect alleged he was hit in the face and neck 
and had his arms twisted. Not in the paraphrased 
statement. No detailed questions about the use of 
force were asked. Correspondence generated. 


Improper remarks involving the suspect's ability to 
breath if he can talk that were reported by the CHP at 
the scene were not clarified with the involved officers. 
Also, one officer said he had the CHP use their 
hobble device because he did not have one with him, 
a violation of Department Policy. Also, several errors 
and omissions on how long the suspect was in a total 
appendage restraint position (TARP). 
Correspondence generated. 


No clarification as to which officer actually used a 
baton or how many times the baton was used. 
Correspondence generated. 
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Bureau | Area 


Van Nuys 


West Valley — 


OWB 
Hollywood 


Pacific 


West Traffic 
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UOF Key No 


051577 


051539 


051575 
051576 


050932 


051702 - 


051369 
051581 


051590 


Tape Review Results 


Several allegations of unauthorized force and an 
allegation that if the suspect said anything they would 
tell the judge that he was resisting arrest. The 
unauthorized force allegations were paraphrased 
correctly wth an attempt to say they were unfounded. 
OIG does not believe sufficient action taken. 
Corresondence generated. 


The victim was very concerned about being deported 
and the officer as very careful to clarify that they do 
not contact immigration, it is not their role. 
Correspondence generated. 

No issue. 

Recorded by an officer during the medical treatment 
for the suspect the next day. Suspect made 
allegations of a possible illegal search during the 
incident and alleged that the officers assaulted his 
son in the ambulance. Correspondence generated. 


Minor misquotes. Suspect on sidewalk instead of 
street as stated. Knuckles on both hands scrapped. 


No issue. 


Poor tape quality. Mostly unintelligible. 
No issue. 


Tape unintelligible. 
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Evidence And/Or Scene Not Ph otographed 





Evidence and/Or Scene Not Photographed Bureau’ Area 7 UOF Key 
B. No, the scene but not evidence | 
Miscellaneo 


Metropolitan 


051402 
OCB 
Hollenbeck 
051218 
Rampart 
| 051491 
OSB 
77th Street 
051962 
052041 
Southwest 
051894 
OVB 
Foothill 
051282 
Foothill/Van Nuys/VT 
051281 
Valley Traffic 
. 051283 
OWB l 
Hollywood 
051702 
Pacific 
051581 
West LA | 
051588 


Page 1 of 2 Appendix L 


Evidence and/Or Scene Not Photographed Bureau Area | UOF Key 








Wilshire 
051235 
D. No photos taken 
OCB 
Rampart Vice 
051487 
OSB 
77th Street 
051601 
. Southeast 
051510 
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Reported Use of Force Subjects With Any Associated Complaint 
Not Limited to Selected NCUOF Investigations 


Allegations 


Northeast 7/1103 LE er 270 03- 2557 Improper remark. "You made me 
twist my ankle you piece of shit" 
_Jand Unauthorized Force by 
slamming him on the trunk and 
hitting his neck (outside of the 
Rampart | 7726708 7/26/03| 7/27/03| 051491 
OSB Southeast 7/3/03) 7/16/03} 051510 
handcuffing. Improper Remark, 
asked him how it felt. 
Southeast 7/11/03] 1/22/04) 052149 04-0357 |Claim for damages-Unauthorized 
Force. Suspect hit in face and 
head prior to being taken into 
custody. (not part of selected 
Southwest 7/7103|  8/4/03| 051991 


_ [initial on part of selected 
Southwest 7/15/03] 7/15/03) 051892 03-2969] Improper remark. One officer 
said "Bitch bend” and used 
Unauthorized Force. Hit finger 
with baton, twisted arms, hit her 
in the back and dragged her to 
police vehicle. (not part of 
Southwest 7/26/03 7127108 051774 03-3117 [Unauthorized Force. Pulled 
suspect forcefully from the rear of 
the police vehicle. Pushed him 
against a post and parked van, 
pushed him to the ground and 
then forcefully stood him up. 
Used one had to choke him 
_ [telling him to apologize after a 
racist joke. (not part of selected 


7/23/03| 7/23/03] 051520 03-3067 


Foothill a a 051281 03- ia 
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03-2853 |Unauthorized Force.Officer hit 
him with baton on cheek after 



















wife stated officers roughed up 
her husband and had sore wrists 







































Improper Remark "I'll kick your 
ass." Unauthorized Force, 

pushed suspect against police 
vehicle. (not part of selected 
















"If you guys are so tough...get up 
and fight" C/O decided 
nanea during revi 






North Hollywoo 















03-2912] Unauthorized Force. Officers 
forced their way into home, used 
UF, pain to left arm, twisted arm 





7/17/03| 7/19/03] 051530 
ER 7/3/03 7/5/03] 051208 
force, broke video camera and 


CF 
stole video. 
Van Nuys 717103] 7/18/03] 051575} 03-3001 [Unauthorized Force, Neglect of 
duty and theft. Used too much 
force, broke video camera and 
stole video. 


Van Nuys 7/9/03 7/9/03) 051535 03-2744! Policy/Procedure. Referred to her 
as a gender other than she 
wanted to be acknowledged as. 
Needs more sympathy to trans- 
gender community and those with 
HIV. 


None 03-2866|Unauthorized Force. Parent 
aileged UF when daughter taken 
into custody causing injury to her 
| arm. improper remark about tax 
[money financing her abortions. 
Allegations made after daughter 
: did not get community service. 
(not part of selected population) 
04- 





Unauthorized Force. Suspect 
said SEU officers struck him 
several time on the head and 
body. Treated at Northridge 
hospital. (not part of selected 


















Unauthorized Force, Neglect of 
duty and theft. Used too much 












































Wilshire 7/40/03| 7/11/03] 052034 4-0480 | Unauthorized Force. Suspect 
alleged he was dragged on the 
ground when taken into custody. 

The NCUOF investigation 
determined that this happened 
| prior to the UOF. (not part of 


as > TEN 


Misc. Jail 7/7/03 7/6/03| 051591 03-2835] Theft. Officers took wallet during 
pat-down (SW) Mother had wallet 
l at home. (not part of selected 
population 
LL 
suspect's face into police vehicle, 
| | cutting lip. 
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